
7-16-02

Frorn Jerry Blomberg -Sunoptic.c; Skylights

To Brian Alcorn -California Energy Commission

Subject: Response to Jon iv1cHugh's circulation of amendments to Lighting
Control requirements for California Building Energy Efficiency Stal-Idards.

Section 119(e) have no problem with the proposed amendment.

Item 4. The iast iine in the first paragraph should read; less thar, closed

iQop controls. , also agree with Jon that a small dead uand should always
be included in an open loop system.

Itom 6. Cosl effectiveness is part of any relll.lirement and the adding of a

LCD display would only tell that there \A/as a voltage signal available but

it would not tell you hO\A! tho ballasts were responding. With a light meter

it would be very easy to measure the available light with and \Alithcut the

alectiic ligms to see what the contribution from the electric lightiny is,

or how much dimming was actually taking place. I vote against the

requirement.

Item 7. I agree with the proposed requirement to have delays return after
period of one hour or less.

Item 8. ! do not know or any test standard for photo-cells, but my

expeiiei-ll;e over the last 15 years is that if you eliminate photo-

conductive cells for dayllghting controls, you have solved the problem.

The indicator light to show photo-cell failure is another added cost that

time has proven to not be required. In 15 years and approximately 100

installations I have not seen a photo-ccJJ failure.

! don't know of any reason to place daylighting control sensors out doors

unpiotected from the elements.

119 (9) The idea that an astronomical time ciock can be used to replace

photo controlled svvitchirlg or dimming is ridiculous and should be removed

from the standard. The standard should not include practices that won't

work and will only lead to customer di5$atisfaction a/-id frustration. If




